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PER CURI AM

Chelly Sumarlin, a native and citizen of I|ndonesia,
petitions for review of a decision of the Board of Inmgration
Appeals (Board) affirmng wthout opinion the ruling of the
immgration judge finding Sumarlin renovable and denying his
applications for asylum wthholding of renoval, and protection
under the Convention Against Torture.” W deny the petition for
review.

W w il reverse a determnation denying eligibility for
asylum “only if the evidence presented was so conpelling that no
reasonable fact finder could fail to find the requisite fear of

persecution.” Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 325 n. 14 (4th G r. 2002)

(internal quotations omtted). Credibility findings are revi ewed
for substantial evidence. A trier of fact who rejects an
applicant's testinony on credibility grounds nust offer specific,

cogent reasons for doing so. Figeroa v. INS, 886 F.2d 76, 78 (4th

Cr. 1989). The inmmgration judge did so in this case.

W have reviewed the evidence of record and find that
substanti al evidence supports the immgration judge's concl usion
that Sumarlin failed to establish either past persecution or a

wel | -founded fear of future persecution. Accordingly, we uphold

"Sumarlin does not chall enge the i mm gration judge’s denial of
protection under the Convention Against Torture. Therefore, this
claimis waived. Edwards v. City of CGoldsboro, 178 F.3d 231, 241
n.6 (4th Gr. 1999).




the inm gration judge' s denial of asylumrelief, as affirnmed by the
Boar d.

As Sumarlin failed to sustain his burden on the asylum
claim he cannot establish his entitlement to wthholding of
removal . “Because the burden of proof for wthhol ding of renoval
is higher than for asylum-even though the facts that nust be
proved are the sanme--an applicant who is ineligible for asylumis
necessarily ineligible for w thhol ding of renoval under [8 U.S. C. ]

8§ 1231(b)(3).” Camara v. Ashcroft, 378 F.3d 361, 367 (4th GCr.

2004). Therefore, we deny the petition for review. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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